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ANNUAL REPORT
To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:
The Board of Probation herewith respectfully submits its Annual Report for 
the year ending September 30, 1933.
As this Board has this year completed twenty-five years of service, the occasion 
of this report is taken to summarize briefly its background, review its functions and 
suggest ways in which it can further aid in the betterment and development of the 
probation system within the Commonwealth.
H i s t o r i c a l  B a c k g r o u n d
To Massachusetts belongs the honor of enacting the first probation law. In 1878, 
the Legislature passed a statute (Chapter 198) directing the Mayor of Boston to 
appoint annually “either from the police force of said city, or the citizens at large,” 
a probation officer for the criminal courts of Suffolk County, who was to be under 
the control of the Boston police chief. Two years later, authority to provide for 
such officers in any city or town was extended to the aldermen or selectmen (Chapter 
129 of the Acts of 1880). The enactment of these statutes, however, was not the 
real beginning of probation in Massachusetts, for, as early as 1841, the Boston 
Police Court had followed the practice of permitting one John Augustus, a wealthy 
and public-spirited citizen, to go bail for certain offenders appearing before this 
court, upon the understanding that during the bail period, the offender, with the 
aid of Mr. Augustus, would attempt to reconstruct his life.
Following the official recognition of probation as a factor in the administration 
of criminal justice, the system was developed slowly but steadily, and by the year 
1898 the Commonwealth had the elements of a state wide probation system.
In 1891 a statute was enacted (Chapter 356) making it mandatory upon the 
presiding jutetice of each lower court to appoint a probation officer; and in 1898 
(Chapter 511) the Superior Court was authorized to appoint its own officers, thereby 
doing away with the prior permissive practice of placing its offenders on probation 
under the supervision of the probation officers appointed by the lower courts 
within the county.
Early in the period during which the probation system was being developed, 
there were some attempts made by legislative enactment to coordinate the work 
of the probation officers in the several courts. In 1880, a statute was enacted 
requiring,probation- officers to brake returns to the Prison Commissioners.
Twenty- y§iji;s‘,l$thK provision was made (Chapter 449 of the Acts of 1900) that 
these Commissioners should be a channel of communication between the probation 
officers of the several courts, and the Commissioners were given authority, duties 
and powers similar in many- respects to those now vested in the present Board of 
Probation. The Prison Commissioners, in their annual report for the year 1907, 
admitted Yfiei'r, hi ability to secure “ a high degree of coordination in the work of 
probation office!'»,” and suggested the appointment of an officer by the Superior 
Court “who should observe the work of other courts.” The idea contained in 
this suggestion was further developed in Governor Guild’s message to the legislature 
on January 2, 1908, in which he said, speaking of the probation system:
“ There should be a central clearing house, so to speak, for probation officers, 
under the control of the courts, to which detailed information should be given
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and from which information should be disseminated alike to all probation 
officers and to all courts. All probation officers are appointed by the court. 
The commissioner or commissioners in charge of the office should be appointed 
by the Supreme Court, that the Massachusetts tradition of separating the 
judiciary from any hint of political influence may be maintained.”
Governor Guild’s suggestions were taken up by the legislature in the session 
of 1908, and during that session the Commission on Probation was created 
(Chapter 465).
The statute provided that the members of the Commission should be appointed 
by the Chief Justice of the Superior Court, to consist of five unpaid members 
serving for terms of five years, so arranged that the term of one member should 
expire each year. The statute made provision also for the removal of any member 
of the Commission by the Chief Justice, and authorized the appointment of one or 
more justices of the courts as members thereof. The newly created Commission 
was directed to appoint an executive officer and “ to employ such other assistance 
as is needed to perform its work.”
The authority and duties of the Commission, as prescribed by the statute were:
To prescribe the form of all records and reports from probation officers.
To make rules for the regulation of reports and exchange of information 
between the courts.
To provide for organization and cooperation of the probation officers in 
the several courts.
To promote coordination in the probation work of the courts by calling 
conferences of any or all probation officers and lower court judges.
In 1929 (Chapter 179) the name of the Commission was changed to the Board 
of Probation, and the title of its executive officer was changed from that of Deputy 
Commissioner to Commissioner of Probation.
In aid of simplicity of statement, this body will be referred to hereafter as the 
“Board of Probation” even when referring to the period when its official name 
was the Commission on Probation.
T h e  B o a r d  o f  P r o b a t i o n
The Board has had seventeen different persons as members, of whom several 
have served twelve or more consecutive years, and during most of this period, one 
or more judges have been members. The other members have been lawyers and 
persons interested in civic problems.
The policies of the Board have been to a large extent carried out through its 
executive officer, the Commissioner, who serves at the pleasure of the Board. 
In the earlier years of the Board’s existence, its executive officer performed only 
such duties as were specifically delegated to him by the Board; but, as the scope 
of the Board’s functions has been extended and enlarged, there has been a gradual 
departure from this policy; and in recent years all matters of administrative detail 
have been attended to by him, and the work of the Board has been more particularly 
devoted to matters of policy and program.
The Commissioner visits the courts and investigates probation conditions 
throughout the Commonwealth, making suggestions to officers and calling to the 
attention of the proper authorities instances of flagrant disregard of existing laws 
pertaining to records and probation administration. He has been the liaison officer 
in innumerable instances between the officer and his judge in interpreting probation.
A reference to the statute defining the functions and duties of the Board (Section 
99, Chapter 276, G. L.) discloses the fact that, apart from the power to prescribe 
forms, records and reports, to make rules for the exchange of information between 
the courts and to supervise juvenile probation work (Section 64, Chapter 119, G. L.), 
the Board has no authority over the administration of probation and that its duties 
and functions are advisory rather than directory.
Records and Reports.—Almost immediately after the formation of the Board, 
certain approved forms were prescribed for use by all probation officers, but it has 
been the policy of the Board to encourage the development of individual record 
forms rather than to insist upon a rigid adherence to a state wide standard, because
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of the impracticability of prescribing the same forms for large urban and small 
rural courts. This policy has tended to stimulate the initiative of the various proba­
tion officers to devise new and appropriate forms to meet changing conditions, 
and one of the functions of the Board has been to disseminate information through­
out the probation force respecting such new forms, and, in certain cases, to prescribe 
their use when their practicability has been established by experience. Within the 
current year, the Board has studied the question of re-standardizing forms for 
general use in an attempt to meet the needs of all courts without imposing an 
excessive amount of clerical work upon the probation officers in the smaller courts.
The Board has always been mindful of the fact that the primary duty of the 
probation officer is to establish a helpful and sympathetic relationship with his 
probationer, and that he should not be burdened with any unnecessary clerical 
work which would tend to interfere with his performance of this essential function. 
This problem of bringing about a rational balance between standardization and 
the practical demands of the service, is one which has required constant and careful 
study by the Board and requires changes from time to time in the detailed 
prescriptions of the Board.
Central Record Bureau.—Closely related to the subject of the form of reports is 
the duty imposed upon the Board “ to make rules for the registration of reports 
and for the exchange of information between the courts.”
It is obvious that, if this information service is to be of real use to the courts and 
the probation officers, the data furnished must have a certain degree of uniformity. 
To enable the Board to make this service useful has been the guiding factor in the 
determination of the form and number of the reports made to it.
In December 1914, the Board took its first step toward the establishment of a 
central records bureau, which would serve as an authoritative source of information 
for the courts regarding the past court record of offenders as an aid in imposing 
sentence. This first effort was limited to the courts of Suffolk County, and provided 
that the probation officers of that county should make daily reports in card form 
to the Board, respecting the disposition of all cases in their courts. This informa­
tion was transcribed upon cards and filed in such a way as to be readily available 
in case the same offender should come again before the courts of the Common­
wealth. This experiment with respect to Suffolk County proved the practicability 
of extending the system throughout the Commonwealth. The extension of this 
service had to be made gradually, since any attempt at too rapid an expansion 
would have resulted in confusion. It was also necessary to gradually enlarge and 
train the personnel of the Board’s office force and to obtain legislative sanction 
for the increase in operating costs consequent upon such growth.
In April 1916, this service was extended to the courts in the counties adjoining 
Suffolk County, and in July 1924, was made state wide. Shortly thereafter the 
probation department in the Federal Court of this district, commenced reporting 
the disposition of all cases before its court, which practice has continued.
Beginning in 1926, copies of psychiatric and social reports respecting persons 
sentenced to Houses of Correction, made by the Division for the Examination of 
Prisoners, State Department of Mental Diseases, were filed in the Board’s office for 
the use of the courts, and continued until the abolition of that Division this year.
The Board has in its bureau today nearly 2,000,000 individual records, which, 
by means of a well-developed indexing system, are promptly available to every 
court in the Commonwealth.
A study is now being made of methods whereby the information in the Board’s 
files may be more economically transmitted to the courts, in the hope that a wider 
use of the wealth of information in the Board’s possession may be made by the 
courts. It is the Board’s opinion that the criticisms directed at the probation 
system with respect to the application of probation to cases of repeated offenders, 
is in large measure brought about by the fact that, in making disposition of cases, 
many courts are not sufficiently advised as to the prior record of the offenders 
concerned.
The extent to which this service is used is indicated by the fact that, during 
the year covered by this report, record inquiries reached the total of 177,090. Of 
these, 98,343 came from the courts and constituted 55% of the total. The remain­
der (78,747) came from other public and quasi public agencies.
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Superidsion.—The efforts of the Board to carry out the directions of the statute 
“to provide for such organization and cooperation of the probation officers in the 
several courts as may seem advisable”, and “ to promote coordination in the 
probation work of the courts” have not been as successful as with respect to the 
matter of records and information above discussed.
The prescriptions of the statute are indefinite, and the heavy demands upon the 
time of its executive officer in connection with the supervision of the Board’s 
office has in the past years left him insufficient time to do the outside work neces­
sary for effective accomplishment in this field.
For many years, the Board has felt the necessity of having an assistant to the 
executive officer, who could share with him the burdens of office administration 
and thus allow him to devote more of his time and effort to the work of super­
vision and coordination. This work can be successfully accomplished only if 
the representative of the Board understands the particular problems which confront 
each probation officer, or the officers of any one court or district. This under­
standing can be gained only by frequent personal contacts.
In 1929, at the time when the Honorable Herbert C. Parsons held the office of 
Commissioner of Probation, the Board was given an appropriation which permitted 
it to employ an assistant to Mr. Parsons. The Board was fortunate in procuring 
the services of Mr. Albert B. Carter and, during the two and a half years in which 
he served as the assistant executive, real progress was made in this field. The 
Board is convinced that this type of field work was proving a great aid to the 
administration of probation throughout the Commonwealth, and it was with deep 
regret that economic conditions in 1932 seemed to require that it be, for a time, 
dispensed with. However, the Board looks forward to the day when the legisla­
ture will again feel that the essential functions of this official warrant an ap­
propriation for his employment.
In spite of the difficulties which the Board has faced in its efforts to perform its 
functions as a coordinator of the state wide probation service, a substantial degree 
of success along this line has been attained through the holding of conferences of 
probation officers and judges. These are held periodically in the several counties, 
and at least one state wide conference has been held each year, at which meetings 
a member of the Board presides. Special invitations are issued to officials and 
others interested in probation work. The attendance has been good, with a high 
percentage of justices present, and it has been most gratifying to the Board to note 
the fine sense of professional spirit that permeates the body of men who perform 
the exacting duties of probation officer.
To a large extent, the probation officers are asked to suggest the topics for 
consideration at these conferences, and the discussions have tended to bring out 
and help the solution of the many difficult questions which the administration of 
probation presents. These conferences give the probation officers the opportunity 
to meet with their fellow workers, to discuss their mutual problems, and to learn 
from the experience of others. They have tended to keep before the individual 
probation officer a lively sense of the fact that he plays an ever-increasingly impor­
tant part in a great public enterprise, which is itself a part of a great movement 
directed toward a more intelligently humane administration of justice. Through 
these conferences the scope of the work opens up before the probation officers, 
and they realize that theirs is no mere clerical job, but an undertaking which 
requires professional skill comparable to that demanded of the judge or the doctor.
The Board feels confident that the effect of these conferences is stimulating and 
inspiring to all concerned in the work, as well as educational, but is firmly convinced 
that their beneficial effect would be far greater if a more personal contact could 
be constantly maintained between the Board, the judges and the probation officers, 
—a contact which can be maintained only through field work which can be done 
only if the office of Assistant to the Commissioner be filled, so that the Board can 
keep in constant personal contact with the field work of probation.
Another aid to the coordinating of the probation system has been given by the 
Administrative Committee of the District Courts. The Board has always tried to 
keep in close touch with this Committee, and has received many valuable sugges­
tions and a high degree of cooperation from its members. Although the Board 
has been fortunate in having at all times in its membership one or more judges,
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nevertheless, the viewpoints of the three judges who compose the Administrative 
Committee have been most valuable and welcome, not only with respect to the 
Board’s efforts regarding the dissemination of information, but also in connection 
with some of the larger problems which present themselves, such as the selection 
and training of probation officers.
Probation Officers.— Because of the very nature of his work, the probation officer 
is the keystone of the system. In view of the advisory and supervisory relation­
ship which the Board bears to the probation service throughout the state, it has 
always put emphasis upon the importance of the appointment of suitable probation 
officers.
The vital importance of this factor was recognized by those who first constituted 
the Board on its organization in 1908. In its first annual report, the following 
statement appears, and the present members feel that the expression of the views 
of its predecessors on this vital subject cannot be improved upon after twenty-five 
years of experience. That report said:
“ No man should be appointed to this most responsible position who does 
not possess the training and characteristics requisite for the work involved. 
To be a suitable probation officer, a man must have learned the importance 
of the various influences of home, of work and of general surroundings—that 
tend to help a man or to drag him down. He must possess the insight, sym­
pathy and power of leadership that will enable him to understand those placed 
under his care, to make their difficulties his own, and to lift them up. Above 
all, he must have the quality of devotion. Probation is paid work, but it 
is also professional, educational and moral work of a sort that cannot be 
wholly paid for. No man who is in this work for pay alone is worth his pay, 
or should be so employed.”
Under existing law, the power to appoint probation officers for the lower courts 
is in the hands of the justices of each court, and in the Municipal Court of the City 
of Boston, in the Chief Justice, subject to the approval of the associate justices 
thereof. In the case of the Superior Court, the law specifies that appointments 
shall be made by that court. The Superior Court, however, acts through a probation 
committee composed of three justices. The power of removal is vested solely in 
the appointing power.
The courts are empowered to appoint as many probation officers and clerical 
assistants as are deemed necessary. Except in the Superior Court, the salaries 
of the probation force are fixed by the appointing authority, subject to the approval 
of the county commissioners in the county concerned. It has been the practice 
in the Superior Court for the probation committee to fix a scale of salaries.
In considering the subjects of appointment and compensation one should never 
lose sight of the fundamental fact that probation is essentially a judicial function; 
every question which arises in connection with the practical details of its adminis­
tration must be approached with this fundamental fact in mind.
In 1891 (Chapter 356), a statute was enacted forbidding the appointment of 
acting members of the regular police force to serve as probation officers, altho the 
original probation law of 1878 specifically made eligible members of the police 
force. It is obvious that, if the probation officer is to attain any success in his 
efforts to reform and build up the offender under his charge, whether juvenile or 
adult, he must approach the problem from an angle diametrically opposed to that 
from which the police officer approaches the case of the offender against the criminal 
law. The two points of view are wholly irreconcilable and it was probably due 
to these divergent approaches that the prohibitive statute above referred to was 
enacted.
It is the opinion of the Board that there should be a similar prohibition against 
the appointment of deputy sheriffs and clerks of court as probation officers. In 
considering this question, it is of prime importance to bear in mind the relation 
of the probation officer to the probationer. The Board feels that the probationer 
can never come to regard as his friend, adviser and confidant, the man who performs 
his court duties in uniform or who reads the arraignment and announces the sen­
tence of the court.
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During the latter part of the period covered by this report, the Board has been 
making an exhaustive study of the question of the selection, appointment and 
removal of probation officers, and proposes to submit recommendations to the 
legislature as soon as it feels satisfied that a workable plan has been evolved, which 
will recognize the following salient features:
(1) That the service is essentially and fundamentally judicial.
(2) That successful probation in any court depends in large measure upon 
the spirit of cooperation and confidence existing between the judge and 
the probation officer.
(3) That the selection should never be tinged with a political color.
(4) That the probation officer should feel secure in the tenure of his office, 
so long as he performs his duties efficiently, conscientiously and with a 
proper sense of the professional nature of his work.
On this problem the Board is having the cooperation of the Administrative Com­
mittee of the District Courts.
Of the many problems which the administration of probation presents in these 
times, it is the opinion of the Board that the proper selection and training of proba­
tion officers is the most important, because the attainable measure of success will 
depend upon the manner in which the individual probation officer does his work. 
Statutes and rules regarding the conduct of probation can accomplish little. It is 
essentially a personal service, dependent upon the character, intelligence, train­
ing and spirit of the probation officer.
Before leaving the subject of the personnel of the service, the Board feels it 
incumbent upon it to comment upon one of the major factors which is militating 
against effective probation work. We refer to the excessive case loads of many of 
the probation officers.
For several years, this has been a cause of constant concern, which is shared by 
many of the judges serving in the larger and more congested districts. It is not 
uncommon to find a single probation officer with a load of 300 cases. It is obvious 
that adequate individual attention cannot be given under such conditions.
In the current year under discussion, 32,000 persons were placed on probation 
in Massachusetts. There are 185 probation officers. In aid of accuracy it should 
be here stated that many cases classified as “probation cases” are not such in 
essence, but should be more accurately described as “ suspended fine cases,” that 
is to say, a fine is imposed and a brief period given for its payment, but without 
any intention on the part of the court that any personal rehabilitation work be 
done by the probation officer, his only function in such cases being to act as a 
collection agency for the court.
The Board feels that this subject warrants further study and that many of the 
criticisms directed against probation, based upon statistical records of probation 
failures, are not wholly warranted. The reported statistics are misleading, 
inasmuch as so large a proportion of the cases classified as “ probation cases” have, 
in fact, no probation characteristics.
The Board is also impressed with the urgent necessity of having more women 
probation officers in the larger courts. The revolutionary change which has 
occurred in recent years in the status of women in the community has brought 
this question into bold relief. It is obvious that the case of a female probationer 
can best be handled by a woman properly trained for this service. This need is 
so apparent that further comment seems unnecessary.
In its efforts to be of assistance in the education of probation officers the Board 
has published many editions of a probation manual containing all laws dealing 
with probation and relative thereto, together with the more important Supreme 
Court decisions relating to the probation service. Copies of these manuals are 
furnished to the probation officers throughout the Commonwealth and have been 
in great demand by other states contemplating the revision of their laws.
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I m m e d i a t e  A i m s
The Board believes that the immediate efforts of all of those interested in the 
development and improvement of the probation system in the Commonwealth 
should be directed toward the attainment of the following objectives:
(a) Improved methods of selecting and training probation officers;
(b) A more extensive use of the record bureau in the office of the Board;
(c) The establishment of more frequent contacts between the Board and 
the active workers in the probation field, in aid of further coordination and 
standardization of the service throughout the Commonwealth; and
(d) The decreasing of the case loads of the probation officers in the larger 
courts, in order that more individual case work may be done.
C o n c l u s i o n
This brief survey of the work and accomplishments of the Board in its twenty- 
five years of service appears to show a degree of success in certain fields, coupled 
with some disappointments. Viewing the record as a whole the Board feels that 
the accomplishments have been substantial.
The Board’s policy has been to suggest rather than to initiate new legislation, 
but at the coming legislative session it proposes to ask for legislation regarding 
the selection and appointment of probation officers. This departure from a care­
fully considered policy is dictated by a sense of the vital importance of this subject 
in view of the growing importance of probation as a factor in the administration 
of criminal justice. The Board recognizes that although Massachusetts has been 
a pioneer and a leader in the development of probation, in this respect it lags behind 
many other states. Whatever proposals may be made the Legislature will be based 
upon a careful study of the experience of other states and the proposed legislation 
will be framed with the assistance of the National Probation Association, which 
has been able to furnish to the Board valuable data concerning the efforts in this 
field in other parts of the country
In closing this report the Board expresses the hope that there will be an ever- 
increasing recognition on the part of members of the Legislature and of the general 
public of the importance of probation and that this will bring about a degree of 
public support which will make possible the attainment of our objectives.
Respectfully submitted,
B. L o r i n g  Y o u n g , Chairman R o b e r t  E. G o o d w i n
M a r y  E. D r i s c o l l  D a n i e l  J. L y n e
A r t h u r  P. S t o n e  Board of Probation.
REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER
To the Honorable Board of Probation:
Herewith is submitted the annual report of your Executive Officer for the year 
ending September 30, 1933.
C o s t  o f  P r o b a t i o n
The total cost of the probation service in the Commonwealth for 1933 was 
$632,978, as compared to $679,818 last year, making the net cost of one of the
32,000 probationers approximately $20.
The major portion of this saving has come about through the temporary reduc­
tion of salaries of all public employees. However, your Board, taking heed of the 
economy request of His Excellency, the Governor, released three clerks in your 
office and drastically pared other operating expenditures, resulting in a saving of 
nearly $3,000 this year over last, which more than made up for an increased 
expenditure of some $2,500 in this item distributed among the several probation 
offices.
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There has been no additional probation officer appointed in the courts this year, 
although replacement appointments have been made for those officers who have 
resigned, retired or passed away during this period. The fact that the necessity 
for such replacements has never been raised speaks eloquently for the usefulness 
in the community and judicial system which the probation service has attained.
At the present time there are 185 probation officers in the service; 2d men and 
8 women in the Superior Court, and 121 men and 33 women in the lower courts, 
of whom 31 men and 7 women are part-time probation officers. Of the total 
there are 15 officers who devote their entire time to juvenile delinquents: in courts 
where officers are not so designated, the younger male juveniles and all female 
probationers are supervised by the woman officer, if there be one, otherwise by 
the male officer, who generally calls on a social worker in the district to assist him 
in the supervision of his female charges.
C o n f e r e n c e s
Your Board has held nine regular monthly meetings and three special meetings 
to consider problems and policies pertaining to the service. Your Chairman and 
your Commissioner have met with the Administrative Committee of District 
Courts to discuss the service in general, and with the Massachusetts Judicial Council 
to confer with it regarding your request for a survey of the probation system.
In addition to these meetings a member of your Board has participated in each 
of the six Spring regional probation conferences held throughout the Common­
wealth, at which local probation problems were taken up. On the invitation of 
Dr. Miriam Van Waters, Superintendent of the Women’s Reformatory, Framing­
ham, a state wide conference of probation officers was called by your Board and 
held at that institution October 14, 1932. This meeting was attended by many 
penal institution officials also and a free interchange of ideas was had during the 
day, including a tour of the institution, luncheon, and an afternoon meeting during 
which Dr. Van Waters outlined her program and indicated to the officers ways 
in which they could be of vital use to the Reformatory and like institutions.
These meetings fill a very real need in educating the newer officers, bringing 
about improved coordination in the service and a better perspective of local 
probation work.
T h e  S e r v i c e
Your Commissioner has responded to calls for assistance from courts, county 
commissioners, state officials and individuals who have had problems pertaining 
to the service. He has taken up record and administrative problems directly with 
officers and has conferred or corresponded with specific judges regarding these 
situations when the more informal method has failed to result in a remedy.
To meet increasing judicial demands for a tapering off of record registration of 
relatively minor offences, the Commissioner, following your affirmative vote, has 
requested officers not to report to your office violations of parking ordinances and 
rules. It has not been found possible as yet to indicate the results of this experi­
ment, partly because of its recent beginning, its very limited field and the fact 
that such violations are still considered criminal offences and as such, probation 
officers are required by statute to investigate them.
An executive order, subsequent to the vote of your Board, has eliminated the 
necessity for officers’ forwarding several monthly reports to your office, and, it is 
hoped, has resulted in increased opportunities for field work among the officers. 
Your statistical division has taken over the duty of assembling figures as to proba­
tion from the daily court record cards sent to this office by the probation service 
personnel.
L e g i s l a t i o n
The Chairman of your Board and the Commissioner have attended many 
legislative committee hearings during the past year and have spoken for and 
against legislative petitions which in any way touched the probation service.
The following are amendments and statutes of interest to the probation service, 
to be found in the Acts and Resolves of 1933:
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Chapter 196, Sections 1 and 2.—Requiring dismissal of juvenile proceedings 
prior to bringing criminal proceedings in all juvenile complaints, except for 
offences punishable by death or life imprisonment.
Chapter 224.—Permitting desertion, abandonment, failure to support, or 
neglect proceedings against parents to be heard in juvenile sessions for 
neglected children.
Chapter 295.—Abolishing the Norfolk, Bristol and Plymouth Union Training 
School (for truants) at Walpole.
Chapter 376, Section 2, subsection 69.—Prohibiting and penalizing sale of 
liquor to drunkards, etc.
S t a t i s t i c s
Your executive officer is following the pattern of the report for 1932 in dispensing 
with statistics for each of the eighty-eight courts, as to each of which, however, 
figures are available in your office.
Heretofore, the annual probation figures have been secured from a relatively few 
monthly reports made by each probation office. The figures given in this year’s 
report have been secured from the daily record cards sent to this office by the 
probation department in the several courts, which are coded and mechanically 
punched daily, and mechanically sorted at the close of the statistical year. This 
method of securing statistical data saves the time of officers, eliminates duplication 
and readily lends itself to a greater extraction of valuable data, such as showing 
the types and periods of probation, classification of offences placed on probation, 
together with the previous court and probation records of those persons again 
placed on probation, and the final disposition of the probation successes as well as 
the failures. Such data furnishes your office with definite correlated state standards 
as to the various phases of probation work and will be of inestimable value in 
assisting you in your efforts to raise and maintain probation standards throughout 
the Commonwealth.
P e r s o n s  P l a c e d  o n  P r o b a t i o n
There were 32,000 persons and 9 firms placed on probation this year in the 
Commonwealth. Of every thousand convicted persons so treated, 115 were 
juveniles, i.e., delinquents from 7 to 17 years old, 820 were male adults, and 65 
were female adults, distributed as follows:
M u n ic i p a l ,  B o s to n  
D i s t r i c t  C o u r t s  . 
S u p e r io r  C o u r t  .
J u v e n i l e s  A d u l t s
B o y s G ir ls M e n W o m e n F i r m s T o ta l
. 3 ,4 0 2 2 2 5 2 4 ,4 2 4 1 ,9 8 9 9 30 ,049
63 3 1 ,7 8 9 105 - 1,960
3 ,4 6 5
( 1 0 .S % )
2 2 8
( .7 % )
2 6 ,2 1 3
( 8 1 .9 % )
2 ,0 9 4
( 6 .6 % )
9 32 ,0 0 9
Type of Probation.—Of the total placed on probation, there was a rather even 
disposition as to the three types of probation, viz., straight probation (34%), being 
placed in the care of the probation officer for a definite period under certain condi­
tions, but without being sentenced, and those persons sentenced to imprisonment 
(33%) or to pay a fine (33%), execution of which sentences was suspended for a 
certain period, during which time the convicted person was placed in the care of 
the probation officer. The figures as to these types of probation follow:
A d u l t s
P e r
C ent
P e r P e r
C e n t M e n
P e r
C e n t W o m e n
P e r
C e n t F i r m s
P e r
C e n t T o ta l
S t r a i g h t  P r o b a t i o n  . 2 ,3 8 0 6 8 .7  169 7 4 .1 7 ,4 1 0 2 8 .3 8 9 8 4 2 .9  1 11.1 1 0 ,8 5 8 33 .9
S u s p e n d e d  C o m -
l ,0 0 3 2 8 .9  59 2 5 .9 8 ,6 0 9 3 2 .8 8 2 9 3 9 .6  - - 1 0 ,5 0 0 3 2 .833 .3
S u s p e n d e d  F i n e 82 2 .4 - 1 0 ,1 9 4 3 8 .9 3 6 7 1 7 .5  8 8 8 .9 10 ,6 5 1
A g g r e g a te  . . . 3 ,4 6 5 1 0 0 .0  2 2 8 1 0 0 .0 2 6 ,2 1 3 1 0 0 .0 2 ,0 9 4 1 0 0 .0  9 1 0 0 .0 3 2 ,0 0 9 100.0
Tiie suspended sentence type of probation disposition does not statutorily 
extend to the Superior Court.
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As to juveniles, straight probation is used predominantly, and while more 
women also are given this type of probation, the total percentage (42.8) is only 
slightly higher than that for suspended commitment (39.5%). Suspended fines 
(38.8%) predominate in probation treatment for men, due doubtlessly to their 
greater numbers operating motor vehicles, in contrast to the slight use made of 
it as related to women and juveniles in comparison with the use of straight proba­
tion. Suspended commitments, the more drastic form of probation, is more uni­
formly distributed among those placed on probation.
It is of more than passing interest to note that the men probationers (26,213), who 
constitute 81.8% of the total persons placed on probation, overshadow the other 
types of probationers with their 7,410 (68.2%) of all given straight probation, 
8,609 (82%) of all suspended commitments and 10,194 (95.7%) of all suspended 
fines.
Length of Probation Periods.—Of the 21,358 persons placed on straight probation 
and under suspended commitments, more than one-half were so supervised in the 
first instance six months or less, and over three-quarters of the total from three 
months to one year as follows:
S lra ii/IU P r o b a t io n S u s p e n d e d  C o m m itm e n ts T o ta l
P e r P e r P e r
L e n g th  o f  P e r io d P e r s o n s C e n t P e r s o n s C e n t P e r s o n s C e n t
3  m o n th s  a n d  le s s . . . 1 .6 4 0 15.1 8 3 4 8 .0 2 ,4 7 4 1 1 .6
3 to  6  m o n th s . . . 4 ,5 3 1 4 1 .7 4 ,5 1 6 4 3 .0 9 ,0 4 7 4 2 .4
6  m o n th s  t o  1 y e a r  . . . . 3 ,2 5 2 3 0 .0 3 ,7 3 5 3 5 .5 6 ,9 8 7 3 2 .7
O v e r  1 y e a r  . . . . . . . 1 ,4 3 5 1 3 .2 1 ,4 1 5 1 3 .5 2 ,8 5 0 1 3 .3
1 0 ,8 5 8 1 0 0 .0 1 0 ,5 0 0 1 0 0 .0 2 1 ,3 5 8 1 0 0 .0
Suspended fine dispositions are not included in this analysis for the reason that 
a preponderance of these dispositions are made for the convenience of the defend­
ants, involve very short periods generally and, in practice, do not ordinarily partake 
of social supervision.
Probation by Offences.—Of the 32,000 persons placed on probation this year, 
9,426 (29.4%) followed convictions for drunkenness, 6,864 (21.4%) for violation 
of motor vehicle laws, and 5,403 (16.8%) for offences against property such as 
arson, breaking and entering, larceny, receiving stolen goods, etc., so that 21,693 
or 67.6% of all probationers were persons found guilty of these three types of 
offences. Some of the other offences, in their order of frequency, for which probation 
was given, follow:
Persons Per Cent
Domestic Relations, such as non-support, illegitimacy, etc. 2,618 8.2
Offences against public order, as perjury, vagrancy, viola-
tion of city, town and other laws, obscenity, etc. . 2,568 8.0
Offences against the person, as manslaughter, assault,
robbery, threats, etc................................................................  1,748 5.5
Violations of the liquor l a w s ..................................................  1,093 3.4
The distribution as to the three major types of probation offences in point of
frequency follows :
J u v e n i le s  
B o y s  
G i r l s  .
A d u lts  
M e n  . 
W o m e n
O ffe n c e s  A g a i n s t  O ffe n c e s
D r u n k e n n e s s  M o to r  V e h ic le  L a w s  A g a i n s t  P r o p e r ty
P e r s o n s
23
1
P e r  C e n t  
.3
P e r s o n s
3 0 8
5
P e r  C e n t  
4 .5
P e r s o n s
2 ,2 0 0
8 8
P e r  C e n t  
4 0 .7  
1 .6
8 ,8 9 0
5 1 2
9 4 .3
5 .4
6 ,4 0 9
142
9 3 .4
2 .1
2 ,7 5 1
3 6 4
5 0 .9
6 .8
Clearly a practical male adult problem, numerically at any rate, has to do with 
persons convicted of drunkenness and of motor vehicle law violations constituting, 
as these offenders do, approximately one-half of all persons given probation, of 
whom nearly ninety-five per cent are male adults. Of the predatory type of 
offence, the boys with their 2,200 probations almost equal the number of men 
(2,751)' given probation. These general figures suggest the practical possibilities 
of a finer selection of probation cases for closer supervision, to overcome the numer­
ically heavy case loads of many officers, and to distribute where most needed, 
personal contacts by the probation officer.
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Probation Population
There has been an increase this year over last in the number of persons remaining 
on probation September 30th, of upwards of 1,400 persons. To this increased 
load, representing persons under probation supervision, the men and boys con­
tributed some 1,700 additional persons, while there were approximately 300 less 
women and girls, distributed as follows:
J u v e n i l e s  A d u l t s
B o y s  G ir ls  M e n  W o m e n  T o ta l
M u n ic i p a l ,  B o s t o n  J u v e n i l e  a n d  D i s t r i c t
C o u r t s .................................................................. 3 ,0 6 9  3 6 8  1 6 ,3 0 9  1 ,8 0 3  2 1 ,5 4 9
S u p e r io r  C o u r t .........................................................  1 03  13 4 ,2 2 3  1 78  4 ,5 1 7
A g g r e g a t e .........................................................  3 ,1 7 2  38 1  2 0 ,5 3 2  1 ,9 8 1  2 6 ,0 6 6
Probation Results
As far as figures can indicate the success or failure of probation treatment during 
the current year, statistics as to probation results do so. A probationer is counted 
as a surrender when he is brought before the court by the probation officer during 
the probation period for further disposition because of unsatisfactory conduct; 
a probation defaulter is carried as such when he cannot be located, resulting gener­
ally in the issuance of a default warrant; those satisfactorily outliving their proba­
tionary periods are included in the “filed or discharged” category. The few lower 
court instances of appeals from a final probation disposition are so indicated.
M u n i c i p a l , B o s to n  
J u v e n i l e  a n d
S u p e r io r  C o u r t D is tr ic t  C o u r ts T o ta l
P e r s o n s P e r  C e n t P e r s o n s P e r  C e n t P e r s o n s P e r  C ent
S u r r e n d e r e d 3 0 3 2 2 .0 3 ,3 2 3 13.1 3 ,6 2 6 13.5
D e f a u l t e d  . . . . 7 5 5. 4 3 ,7 8 8 14 .9 3 ,8 6 3 14.4
F i le d  o r  D i s c h a r g e d . 1 ,0 0 3 7 2 .6 1 8 ,1 7 8 7 1 .5 19 ,1 8 1 71 .6
A p p e a le d  . . . . • - 131 . 5 131 . 5
A g g r e g a te  . . 1 ,3 8 1 1 0 0 .0 2 5 ,4 2 0 1 0 0 .0 2 6 ,8 0 1 100.0
In proportion to their respective result totals, there are almost twice as many 
surrenders in the Superior Court as in the lower courts and three times as few 
defaults, while the proportion of persons with their cases filed is slightly higher in 
the Superior Court. The proportionate variance in the surrender and default 
totals in the superior and lower courts is probably traceable to the more acute 
numerical problem in the lower courts of the chronic drunkard and motor vehicle 
law violator, comparatively few' of whom reach the Superior Court probation 
department.
Approximately 20,300 (76%) of these probations, dealt with this year, had not 
previously been extended. That, is to say, probationers had not been brought into 
court before or at the expiration of their original probation terms and, after a report 
by the probation officer, continued on probation as requiring further supervision. 
Nine of every ten persons surrendered to the court as unsatisfactory supervision 
material had had no previous probation extensions. Of those persons w'ho defaulted 
while on probation, of whom more than one-half were suspended fine probationers, 
six of every ten had not had their probation term previously extended. _ Seven of 
every ten persons whose cases had been filed or discharged had satisfactorily 
completed their original probationary periods without the necessity for further 
extensions.
The fact that nine of every ten probationers surrendered as unsatisfactory wrere 
committed to penal institutions, with an appeal rate of less then one-half of one per 
cent, indicates that unsatisfactory probation behavior resulting in a surrender is 
drastically dealt with.
D r u n k  A r r e s t s  a n d  R e l e a s e s
There were 75,279 drunk arrests reported by officers, with 37,754 (50.1%) 
releases by them, approximately 3,000 more arrests than in 1932. It is interesting 
to note that in 1909 there were 78,450 drunk arrests reported and 33,798 (43%) 
releases.
The Lawrence District Court leads all courts in the proportion released by 
probation officers with its 73%, closely followed by the Boston, Dorchester and
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South Boston Municipal Courts with their 70%. Of the larger courts, Charles­
town Municipal with its 17%, Somerville District with 6% and Holyoke District 
with 5% releases, are extreme lows, with the exception of several courts who make 
no use of this statutory provision (chapter 272, section 45 of the General Laws) 
permitting officers to release from lockups persons arrested for drunkenness who 
have “not four times before been arrested for drunkenness within the preceding 
twelve months.”
M o n e y  C o l l e c t i o n s  U n d e k  O r d e r s  o p  t h e  C o u r t s
The total amount collected by probation officers, $1,414,903, made up in payment 
of restitution orders ($92,231), non-support ($1,131,442), suspended fines and court 
expenses ($188,659), and miscellaneous items ($2,571), represents a drop of more 
than a quarter million dollars under last year’s figure, and to which drop the non­
support item contributed approximately 75%.
C o n c l u s i o n
The past year has been a particularly difficult one for the service in general, 
due to the necessity for stringent curtailment in a field the problems of which grow 
more difficult of adjustment as the economic depression continues. Continued 
lack of adequate probation and clerical personnel seriously hampers the investiga­
tive and reconstructive efforts of the officers. Temporary sacrifices in progress 
have been made in the supervisory work of your office, through the withdrawing 
of field assistance to the Commissioner, and departmental budgetary appropria­
tions requiring drastic reductions of service publications and travel among the courts.
Your Commissioner is deeply appreciative of the interest and counsel of the 
Board and has been greatly encouraged by the recurrent enthusiasm of the 
judiciary, the probation personnel, and the public for the practical possibilities in 
this reconstructive field of public endeavor through cooperative community effort.
Respectfully submitted,
A l b e r t  B. C a r t e r , Commissioner.
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CHANGES IN THE SERVICE
Barnstable First District.—Frederick L. Hull was appointed probation officer 
on November 1, 1932, succeeding Donald G. Trayser, resigned.
Lee District.—John J. Waddock, one of the oldest probation officers in point of 
service, having been appointed in 1894—and one highly respected and well liked 
by all, was retired on October 1,1932. He is succeeded by his son, John T. Waddock.
Bristol First District.—Since 1903 Charles J. Nichols served this court as probation 
officer and was well known and respected throughout the county as a probation 
officer and also as a sheriff. His death occurred October 15, 1932. Harrie L. 
Blood was appointed as his successor on November 1, 1932.
Bristol Second District.—Upon the retirement of William J. McGrath on Decem­
ber 31, 1932, the service lost one of its best known and highly respected probation 
officers. Mr. McGrath served his court faithfully and was a very genial and 
untiring worker. He is missed by all. Stephen L. Silvia was named chief proba­
tion officer on January 5, 1933 and John B. Waterman was appointed probation 
officer for juveniles on January 13, 1933.
Bristol Fourth District.—On December 31, 1932 John H. Nerney, probation 
officer, was retired. Newell B. Vickery was appointed to fill the vacancy on 
January 1, 1933.
Essex Southern District.—Charles H. Colby, chief probation officer in the District 
Court at Lynn, retired March 31, 1933 and Elisha C. Andrews was named as his 
successor.
Essex Second District.—James E. Doran, well known in public life in Amesbury 
and probation officer since 1914, died June 8, 1933. John J. Melia was appointed 
to succeed him.
Chicopee District.—Death claimed James C. Donegan on May 16, 1933. Altho 
of a retiring disposition he was widely known throughout the western part of the 
state. His place has been filled by the appointment of Walter J. Brynes.
Middlesex Third Eastern District.—Upon the retirement of Mrs. Annie F. Collins, 
January 27, 1933, Mrs. Lena Young was appointed as probation officer pro tem.
Roxbury M unicipal.—Randolph Glover was appointed probation officer in this 
court December 15, 1932, to fill the vacancy caused by the resignation of John 
L. Letzing.
Federal Court.—On October 24, 1932 Daniel F. Griffin was named probation 
officer in place of William A. Higgins, resigned.
